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ABSTRACT 
 
 Many English as a second language (ESL) learners feel anxiety about speaking English, 
and their oral performance is affected in this situation. This study aims to determine the effect of 
using board games on the improvement of ESL students’ oral performance. Task-based 
instruction and communicative approaches to pedagogy were used for the games. This is a 
descriptive method of research which intends to determine the correlation between the usage of 
educational board games and the level of learners’ language anxiety as well as their improvement 
in oral performance. The pre-test and post-test which were adapted from the Speaking 
Proficiency English Assessment Kit (SPEAK; ETS, 1999), were designed to measure 
participants’ oral proficiency in English. The pre-test and post-test questionnaires were modified 
from Woodrow (2006) with a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all anxious) to 5 
(extremely anxious) to measure participants’ anxiety level concerning speaking English within 
and outside the classroom. Descriptive statistics such as mean and standard deviation, along with 
inferential statistics, which included Pearson r Correlation, were used. We found a significant 
relationship between sufficient board games and the improvement of oral performance. From the 
reports of the questionnaire, the participants perceived that they did not feel anxious while 
speaking English during board games. Moreover, the results of the post-test showed that the 
participants’ oral proficiency improved while their language anxiety level was lower. These 
findings suggest that lowered participants' anxiety levels due to playing board games with other 
students in a group setting contribute to an overall increase in their oral performance scores. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 Many English as a Second Language (ESL) learners experience anxiety about speaking 
English, and their oral performance is affected in this situation. Krashen (1982) noted that 
affective factors influenced second language acquisition in both positive and negative ways. 
Phillips (1992) investigated that language anxiety has an inevitable effect on language learners’ 
oral performance. Since 2002, there have been many studies focusing on using board games in 
the ESL classrooms to help with ESL learners’ learning process as well as increasing their 
learning motivation. 
 This study aims to determine the effect of using board games to reduce ESL learners’ 
language anxiety. Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) and Task-based Language 
Teaching (TBLT) approaches to pedagogy are used to implement board games in the ESL 
classroom along with the hypothesis that the ESL learners’ oral performance will be improved.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 
 
 
 
 
CHAPTER II 
THE PLOT THICKENS 
 
 Many ESL learners have already taken and passed standardized tests such as TOEFL or 
GRE before they came to the U.S., but some of them still feel anxious when they speak English 
to others both inside and outside of the classroom in the U.S. (Reese & Wells, 2007). 
 The relationship between anxiety and oral performance among ESL learners has been 
studied over two decades. Although it has been controversially suggested that a certain level of 
anxiety fosters students to perform better and that it inconsequentially affects oral performance 
of ESL learners (Brown, Robson, & Rosenkjar, 2001), other studies have claimed that the oral 
performance of language learners would improve more as their anxiety levels decreased (Sparks 
& Ganschow, 1996; Masgoret, Bernaus, & Gardner, 2001; Baker & MacIntyre, 2003). Moreover, 
various studies have found a strong correlation between the ESL learners’ anxiety levels and 
their academic performance (Horwitz & Young, 1991; Woodrow, 2006). 
1. THE PERSPECTIVE ON LANGUAGE ANXIETY AND ENGLISH SPEAKING 
In general, anxiety can be categorized into three main types: trait anxiety (i.e., when an 
individual easily feels anxious in various situations); state anxiety (i.e., when a particular 
moment or temporary condition is experienced, e.g., exams or public speaking); and situation 
specific anxiety (i.e., classrooms where traits recur in special situations) (Woodrow, 2006). 
Foreign language anxiety or language anxiety has been categorized as a situation specific anxiety 
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type (Horwitz & Young, 1991; Baker & MacIntyre, 2003; Woodrow, 2006). 
Language anxiety is usually associated with foreign language anxiety and speaking in the 
target language class. In particular, when language learners participate in oral activities, they 
may experience some internal levels of anxiety, no matter the classroom environment (Horwitz, 
2001). In order to observe and measure language anxiety, Woodrow (2006) designed a five-point 
Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all anxious) to 5 (extremely anxious) to measure participants’ 
anxiety levels when speaking English inside and outside the classroom. In stating that “anxiety 
does influence oral performance,” Woodrow suggested that teachers should be sensitive in the 
classroom while interacting with students and should “provide help to minimize learners’ anxiety 
of speaking English.” 
Many previous studies have similarly argued that language anxiety affects the oral 
performance of ESL learners inside and outside of the classroom. Horwitz and Cope (1986) 
found that the anxious students fear speaking in the target language class; Phillips (1992) 
revealed that the oral performance of language learners was impacted by language anxiety; 
Masgoret, Bernaus, and Gardner (2001) pointed out the significant relationship between 
language anxiety and English achievement in the classroom. All indicated that anxiety was 
provoked when students were in a target language speaking situation (Baker & MacIntyre, 2003).  
Horwitz (2001) suggested that by providing students with sincere support and interest, 
the anxiety of language learners may possibly be reduced. Researchers and educators have 
experimented with many activities to reduce language learners’ anxiety while speaking the target 
language, with games among the activities tested (Crookall & Oxford, 1991). Teachers can 
create such a scenario by using games in the English language classrooms so that students can 
relax and enjoy using the target language while their anxiety level is lowered (Zhu, 2012). 
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2. THE ROLE OF BOARD GAMES IN ESL CLASSROOMS 
Board games are typically played across a board by two or more players. The board is 
marked and has designated spaces. Additionally, depending on the kind of game, there may be 
various tokens, stones, dice, cards, miniatures or other pieces that are used in specific ways 
throughout the games that are provided. There are four main styles of multiplayer board games: 
cooperative, competitive, collaborative and quasi-competitive. The aim of the game design is set 
up in an authentic context, so that game players can think, act and engage within the epistemic 
frame of the knowledgeable course designer (Moseley & Whitton, 2014).  
Dating back to 2002, many studies have demonstrated the ways in which using board 
games in a language classroom can positively affect students’ performance. It has been shown 
that games can facilitate learners’ understanding and development of a second language 
(Mubaslat, 2012). Halleck, Moder, and Damron (2002) discovered that the language learners can 
be motivated in a language classroom by using games (as cited in Reese & Wells, 2007).  
Moseley and Whitton (2014) claimed that language learners were eased into the focal 
context and focused on real-world problems with the specific contextual events when they 
engaged in playing board games. Additionally, when learners felt less anxious, they became 
confident in speaking and their performance improved. Furthermore, many positive outcomes 
(i.e., motivation to learn English, ability to use new words or structures, and improvement in the 
way the language learners think and make conversation with others) appeared with board game 
usage in the target language classroom (Fung & Min, 2016). 
Garris, Ahlers and Driskel (2002) provided the Input-Process-Output Model to identify 
the implementation of board games based on this model (as cited in Fung & Min, 2016). 
Educational practices such as drilling facts, connecting ideas, engaging students to synthesize 
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discrete knowledge (Miller, 2008) are the learning processes carried out by the board games. 
As board games are blended with drills and task-based approaches, real communication is 
encouraged in the ESL classroom. Additionally, ESL learners’ oral performance is enhanced. 
Therefore, the usage of the board games is essential. 
Board games, as a component of tasks, can help or can be used to evaluate the learning 
process of ESL learners. However, not every board game can be used to improve their overall 
speaking skills (e.g., in Tsuro® , speaking is not a necessary component of this board 
game). Because there are many different types of board games that cover a broad spectrum of 
styles and genres (i.e., social deduction games, such as Avalon®  or One Night Ultimate 
Werewolf® ; cooperative games, such as Hanabi®  or Forbidden Desert® ; competitive games, 
such as King of Tokyo®  or King of New York® ; strategic games, such as Ticket to Ride®  or 
Catan® ), the appropriate board games to be used in the language classroom setting should be 
thoroughly and carefully considered to determine how to best combine the student learning 
outcomes with the features of the games.  
Mubaslat (2012) referred to the argument of Carrier (1990) that the level of the game and 
the language level of the students should be considered first and that teachers should select the 
games that meet the purposes of that class or the content. Thus, the priority of using board games 
in the language classroom to enhance the speaking skills of ESL learners should be dealt with in 
the development of oral performance. 
3. DEVELOPING ORAL PERFORMANCE THROUGH CLT AND TBLT APPROACHES 
Oral performance can be defined as speech activities that are determined by fluency, 
accuracy and pronunciation. Fluency means the amount of the language produced during the task, 
and not necessarily the accuracy. Accuracy refers to the linguistic features such as grammar, 
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pronunciation or the discourse (Folse, 2006). Nation and Newton (2009) identified fluency as the 
access of the production measured by speed while accuracy is evaluated by the number of errors, 
including sentence constructions and subordinate clauses. 
Although accuracy and grammatical structure are important, priority is given to the 
essential meaning (Driscoll & Frost, 1999). Of course, fluency activities do not only encourage 
ESL learners to speak, but also require them to speak (Folse, 2006). Teachers must create the 
proper environment for ESL learners to practice speaking so that their communicative 
competence will be enhanced. 
Communicative language teaching (CLT) is an approach to engage language learners 
who can use target language to communicate with others. The central goal of CLT is to enable 
learners to communicate effectively and appropriately (Driscoll & Frost, 1999). Richard and 
Rodgers (2001), citing Willis’ (1996) statements, noticed the following principles that “formed 
part of CLT”: 1. Activities that involved real communication are essential for language learning; 
2. Activities in which language is used for carrying out meaningful tasks promote learning; and 3. 
Language that is meaningful to the learner supports the learning process. 
On the other hand, task-based language teaching (TBLT) is an approach that provides 
learners a way to develop their language skills by completing various tasks from the activities. 
Such activities (e.g., reading a map and giving direction to others) promote learners’ 
comprehension, production and discussion because it allows learners to exchange and negotiate 
information with others (Richard & Rodgers, 2001).  
Both inside and outside of the language classroom, teachers can provide plenty of 
opportunities for ESL learners to participate in meaning-focused experience tasks. It is crucial 
that language learning should offer opportunities for fluency practice; otherwise, there is no 
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purpose for the language learning (Nation & Newton, 2009). 
4. BOARD GAME, SPEAKING ABILITY AND LOW-PROFICIENCY ESL LEARNERS 
Fung and Min (2016) used two groups from Polytechnic Melaka to observe the effect of 
board games on the speaking ability of low-proficiency ESL learners. Group A was the 
experimental group while group B was the control group. The experimental research relied 
extensively on the use of the board game “What Say You” with 20-minute sessions conducted 
twice a week over a three-week period. Data were obtained via pre- and post- treatment speaking 
tests and questionnaires.  
The results from the experimental and control groups showed a significant difference in 
the pre- and post-treatment speaking test scores, with the speaking performance of the 
experimental group attaining significantly higher scores. Fung and Min (2016) remarked that the 
limitations of their study were the short time frame (18 rounds of games in three weeks), and the 
small number of participants in each group due to space constraints. They suggested that the 
ideal number of each group is between four to six participants so that everyone will have the 
opportunities to speak during the discussion.  
The above consideration of time frame and student population all explained that teachers 
value students' characteristics prior to motivating them. This study notices the gap from the 
previous research and proposes the following hypotheses: 
(1) Playing board games will affect students’ language anxiety. 
(2) Playing board games in a small group over the course of four weeks will affect students’ 
fluency, accuracy or pronunciation. 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
 
1. PARTICIPANTS 
This study included 6 participants who are currently enrolled in speaking courses at the 
low-intermediate level in the Intensive English program (IEP) at the University of Mississippi. 
The participants, 3 females and 3 males, are all from East Asia: 1 Taiwanese, 2 Japanese, and 3 
Chinese. The age range is 19-23, with an average age of 21. They share similar learning 
experiences regarding educational background (i.e., first time studying abroad with an average of 
11.3 years of learning English and the seldom use of English to communicate with others in their 
countries prior to arrival) and English proficiency level (low-intermediate). Table 1 shows the 
details of the participants. 
 
Participant 
ID 
Sex Age Nationality Years of  
Learning English 
Experience of Playing 
Board Games 
NNS 1 
F 19 China 15 Yes (Apples to 
Apples®) 
NNS 2 M 20 China 10 Yes (Uno®) 
NNS 3 F 21 Japan 11 Yes (Heads up®) 
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NNS 4 M 21 China 10 Yes (Uno®) 
NNS 5 F 22 Japan 11 Yes (Heads up®) 
NNS 6 M 23 Taiwan 11 Yes (King of Tokyo®) 
Table 1: Description of Participants (NNS=Non-native speakers) 
 
2. MATERIALS 
For this four-week long quasi-experimental study, a pre-test, pre-questionnaire, published 
board games (Codenames® , Apples to Apples®  and Dixit® ), post-test and post-questionnaire 
were utilized to collect data. Both pre- and post-tests were adapted from the Speaking 
Proficiency English Assessment Kit (SPEAK; ETS, 1999) while the pre- and post-questionnaires 
were modified from Woodrow (2006) with a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all 
anxious) to 5 (extremely anxious) to measure participants’ anxiety level concerning speaking 
English within and outside the classroom. 
2.1 Pre- & Post-Tests 
The participants took the pre-test before the first game was introduced. The pre-test was 
designed for the participants to tell a chronological story based on what they saw from six 
pictures presented to them on a sheet of paper (Appendix 1). The participants were given 60 
seconds to carefully look at the pictures and prepare a story by comprehending the messages 
among the pictures. They then delivered a 90 second speech on their stories right after the 
preparation time ended.  
The post-test was administered in a similar way, with only the pictures and the story line 
being altered (Appendix 2). The post-test was given to the participants after all the games were 
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played. During the one-on-one pre-test and post-test, the participants' oral responses to each test 
question were recorded. Three native speakers of English who are majoring in Linguistics, 
Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL), and Communication Science and 
Disorders at the University of Mississippi were then asked to judge the participants’ oral 
performance based on the rating scale adapted from the Educational Testing Service (ETS) and 
the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) for Languages: learning, teaching, 
assessment (Appendix 3). 
2.2 Pre-test & Post-test Questionnaires 
The participants were given the pre-questionnaire regarding gender, nationality, years of 
learning English, background of using English to communicate with others in their countries, and 
experience of playing board games. The second language speaking anxiety scales (SLSAS) 
containing fifteen different situations considering spoken English, both inside and outside of the 
classroom, were adapted from Woodrow (2006) with a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 
(not at all anxious) to 5 (extremely anxious) to measure participants’ anxiety level two days after 
the pre-test was administered (Appendix 4).  
The post-questionnaire was identical to the pre-questionnaire for reporting the 
participants’ second language speaking anxiety scales except the last item was slightly changed 
from “telling the story during the pre-test” to “telling the story during the post-test” (Appendix 5). 
Additionally, the participants’ impressions of the activities were added to the post-questionnaire 
with open-ended questions that asked the participants to provide comments and opinions 
regarding the improvement of their oral performances and preferences of games used during the 
research. The participants took the post-questionnaire two days after the post-test was 
administered. 
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2.3 Published Board Games 
Published board games, including Codenames® , Apples to Apples®  and Dixit® , were 
used in this study; one board game was used three times a week, for 40 to 50 minutes each 
session. The following week, another game was introduced to the participants and the session 
formats were repeated for subsequent games.  
2.3.1 Codenames®  
This is the first game employed for the research conducted in class. The participants were 
divided into two teams (the blue team and the red team), with three people on both teams. Then, 
each team selected a spymaster (clue-giver) to silently analyze the key card (Figure1) and to take 
turns giving one clue to his/her team members from the five-by-five vocabulary card grid 
settings. Figure 2 provides an example of the first round of the game setting.  
 
R  B   
  X  R 
B  B B B 
B R R  R 
R B   R 
Figure 1: Key Card 
 
 
 
 
B=Blue Team 
R=Red Team 
X=Assassin 
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chocolate lab tie board France 
cover spring Beijing bar bat 
jam spider chair center Aztec 
Egypt fall contract witch boot 
grace eye superhero bill New York 
Figure 2: Five by Five Vocabulary Cards Setting 
Each clue was given using one English word followed by a number (to indicate how 
many cards are related to the given clue). Each team was given one minute to discuss and guess 
the potential answers. During this time, the other team could interfere with their discussion by 
giving wrong or misleading suggestions. If the team selected the correct card, they could 
continue to guess until they guessed cards equal to the number previously given by their 
spymaster. However, if the team members selected the wrong card, they could not select any 
more cards and it would be the other team’s turn.  
The team who could reveal all of their cards from the five-by-five card grid and match 
their key card first would be the winner. However, if someone chose the word which matched the 
assassin card (indicated by the “X” on the key card), their team would lose immediately. 
2.3.2 Apples to Apples®  
This was the second board game utilized in the class. Before the start of each round, a 
player was selected to be the judge. The judge dealt seven red apple cards face down to all of the 
players. On each of the red apple cards, a noun was written (e.g., a person, place, thing, etc), then 
the judge would turn over the top card from the green apple card deck, read it aloud, and lay it 
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face up for everyone to see. The green apple cards each contained an adjective for players to 
describe a person, place, thing, or event with a list of synonyms beneath it (e.g., the main 
adjective “innovative” with the following synonyms: creative, inventive and groundbreaking). 
Everyone except the judge would then select a red apple card from their hand that they felt 
would best match the green apple card and lay it face down in the middle. The judge would then 
mix the red apple cards and later flip each one over, reading them aloud one at a time. The other 
players then had the opportunity to pursuade the judge to select or avoid a card by elaborating on 
the relationship between the words on the red apple cards and the adjective on the green apple 
card without revealing who played each red apple card. The judge selected one red apple card 
which best matched the green apple card as winner of the round, and that player was awarded the 
green apple card. The next round began the same way, with a new judge dealing enough cards so 
that each player had seven cards. All participants took turns to be the “judge” by selecting one 
adjective word from the line up of red apple cards that best matched the green apple card they 
drew. Each round would continue in this way until one player collected a predetermined number 
of green apple cards first. He/she would be declared the winner of the game.  
2.3.3 Dixit®   
This was the last board game implemented for the class. The rules of Dixit®  are similar 
to Apples to Apples® , but instead of words, the cards contain abstract drawings. 
Each player was first dealt five cards facedown. At the beginning of a round, one player 
was selected to be the speaker/clue giver. The speaker would then select one card from their 
hand and give a single word or short phrase description related to the card. The other players 
would then choose one card from their hand that they felt best matched the description given by 
the speaker. All cards submitted by the players were then placed face down and shuffled by the 
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clue giver for that turn. The clue giver then flipped all the cards over and lined them along the 
board marked from 1 to 6. Figure 3 shows the placement of the played cards on the board.  
 
 
Randomly place the cards above these numbers 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Figure 3: Board for Dixit Cards Placement 
After each card was revealed, the clue giver listened to other players’ statements of which 
card was the best match and which cards were not. During the discussion, everyone tried their 
best to pursuade others to select their cards from the board. Then, everyone chose a number from 
their set of six voting tokens which were marked from 1 to 6. The victory scores would be 
calculated by the results of the voting. 
When the results were revealed, each player was required to explain why they selected 
the certain cards for this round. 
 
3. PROCEDURES 
Before the board games were implemented, the participants took the one-on-one pre-test 
while the post-test was given after all board games were used. During the pre-and post-tests, 
each participant narrated a story based on the pictures they saw and their oral responses to each 
test question were recorded. Then the participants filled out the SLSAS, a questionnaire which 
contained fifteen different situations considering spoken English (both inside and outside of the 
classroom) by giving marks from 1 to 5. The participants also provided their perspectives on 
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spoken English by answering various open-end questions related to their experiences of using 
board games in the ESL classroom 2 days after pre-test and post-tests.  
During the four-week long study, the research was conducted at the Learning Center of 
Intensive English Program (IEP) which is located in the basement of the Old Athletics Building 
at the University of Mississippi. The researcher and the participants met three times a week for 
four weeks, for 40 to 50 minutes each session on Mondays, Wednesdays and Fridays.    
The researcher first explained the rules of a certain board game to the participants, and 
they were allowed to ask questions to the researcher or confirm with others for clarification. 
During the first round of the game, the researcher played with the participants and would directly 
correct their errors including grammar usage (e.g., verb tense) or pronunciation (e.g., rain & ran) 
if she noticed any errors. During the second round of the game, the researcher just played as a 
regular player who seldom provided any correction regarding oral performance to others. At the 
third round, the researcher was a judge/observer who sat by the participants, maintaining the 
order, calculating the scores and answering questions, including the definition or the 
pronunciation of vocabulary, when they asked.  
Finally, for the last round, the participants played the board games and calculated the 
scores by themselves while the researcher sat at the other side of the Learning Center and did not 
involve herself in the games. Table 2 indicates the procedures and timeline of the treatments for 
the participants.  
 
Week Day Procedure(s) 
1 Wednesday Pre-test & Codenames: Explanation 
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Friday SLSAS questionnaire 
Codenames: Round 1 
2 Monday Codenames: Review Rules & Round 2 
Wednesday Codenames: Round 3 & Round 4 
Friday Apples to Apples: Explanation & Round 1 
3 Monday Apples to Apples: Review Rules & Round 2 
Wednesday Apples to Apples: Round 3 & Round 4 
Friday Dixit: Explanation & Round 1 
4 Monday Dixit: Review Rules & Round 2 
Wednesday Dixit: Round 3 & Round 4 
Post-test 
Friday SLSAS questionnaire 
Table 2: Schedule of the Research Procedures 
 
4. ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
After collecting the data, the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 25.0 software 
was used to provide descriptive statistics such as mean and standard deviation, along with 
inferential statistics, which included Pearson correlations (r) to discuss the result quantitatively.  
This study also provides qualitative data by reporting the responses of the questionnaires 
from the participants and addressing the details of their oral performance from the pre-test and 
post-test. 
4.1 Quantitative Analysis 
17 
 
First, the results of the pre-test and post-test SLSAS questionnaire data were used to 
determine the frequency/level of participants' language anxiety over the fifteen items. The scores 
of the pre-test and post-test were graded by three native English speakers. Mean, median, mode, 
range and standard deviation (SD) were then calculated as well as the sub scores for each 
category of oral performance (i.e., overall, vocabulary range, grammar usage and phonological 
competence).  
Next, the audio recordings of pre-tests and post-tests were transcribed and analyzed for 
speech rate (the total number of syllables were divided by the total response time in seconds and 
multiplied by 60), total number of filled pauses (e.g., um, uh, or ah) and silent pause time (total 
time of the silent pauses including or longer than 0.25 second) by using PRAAT (2008) software. 
To compute the relationship between oral performance and participants' language anxiety levels, 
Pearson correlation was used. 
4.2 Qualitative Analysis 
This study presents the response from the participants by listing their open-ended 
feedback on the questionnaire (e.g., 3 people mentioned that they felt at ease when speaking 
English when they were playing Apples to Apples compared to Codenames) and compares the 
notes of participants' oral performance from three native English speakers who rated the pre- and 
post- tests.  
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULT AND DISCUSSION 
 
1. RESULTS 
1.1 Quantitative Analysis 
The mean, SD, and range were calculated to analyze the data collected from the study. 
The mean of the pre-test questionnaire was M1=3.72 and M2=2.73 for the post-test. The SD of 
the pre-questionnaire was SD1= 0.58 and SD2=0.39 for the post-test. The range of the pre-test 
questionnaire was R1=2.2 and R2=1.6 for the post-test questionnaire. The highest score of the 
pre-test questionnaire was item number nine: “Taking part in a conversation out of class with 
more than one native speaker of English” (Table 3). From the post-test questionnaire, the highest 
score was item number thirteen: “A native speaker I do not know asks me questions” (Table 3). 
Item number nine's mean score decreased the most (M= 2) between the pre-test and post-test 
questionnaires, followed by item number six “Taking part in role-play or dialogue in front of my 
class” (M=1.6). Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics, including mean and SD, of anxiety 
scales among the fifteen situations from the pre-test questionnaire and post-test questionnaire. 
 
Situation Mean 
Pre Post 
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1. The teacher asks me a question in English in class. 
3.6 2.8 
2. Answer teachers’ questions in English in class. 
3.8 2.8 
3. Speaking informally to my English out of class. 
2.6 2.8 
4. Taking part in a group discussion in class. 
3.4 2.6 
5. Lead a group discussion in class. 
4.2 3 
6. Taking part in role-play or dialogue in front of my class. 
3.8 2.2 
7. Giving an oral presentation to the rest of the class. 
4.4 3.2 
8. When asked to contribute a formal discussion in class. 
4.0 3 
9. Taking part in a conversation out of class with more than 
one native speaker of English. 
4.8 2.8 
10. Having a conversation out of class with one native 
speaker of English. 
3.4 2.6 
11. Starting a conversation out of class with other 
international students who do not speak your first 
language in English. 
2.8 1.8 
12. Starting a conversation out of class with a native speaker 
of English. 
3.4 2.8 
13. A native speaker I do not know asks me questions. 
4.2 3.4 
14. A nonnative speaker I do not know asks me questions. 
3.6 2.8 
15. Telling the story during the pre-test/post-test. 
3.8 2.4 
Total M1=3.72 
SD1=0.58 
M2=2.73
SD2=0.39 
Table 3: Scores on pre- & post-test SLSAS Questionnaire 
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Table 4 presents the participants’ (N=6) pre-test questionnaire and post-test questionnaire 
results. The sample mean from the pre-test was M1=46.5 and M2=34.17 from the post-test; the 
median from the pre-test was 45, and 34.5 from the post-test; the SD was 9.09 from the pre-test, 
and 5.27 from the post-test. These statistics all indicate that the participants’ anxiety level 
decreased after the four-week long study. 
 
 
 NNS1 NNS2 NNS3 NNS4 NNS5 NNS6 Mean Median SD Range 
Pre- 39 40 61 50 51 38 46.50 45.00 9.09 23 
Post- 41 37 28 38 32 29 34.17 34.50 5.27 13 
Table 4: Statistics on SLSAS Questionnaire 
 
In Table 5, the participants’ pre-test and post-test score ratings by the three native English 
speakers can be observed. From the results of the pre-test, it can be observed that there were 
three participants (NNS4=7, NNS3=8.3, NNS5= 8.3) who scored lower than the mean (M1=10) 
and three participants (NNS2=10, NNS6=11.67, NNS1=14.67) who scored equal or higher. The 
sample median was ME1=9.17 and the Standard Deviation was SD1=2.8 for the pre-test. From 
the results of the post-test, there were three participants (NNS4=8.33, NNS3=10, NNS5= 10.33) 
who scored lower than the mean (M1=11.61) and three participants (NNS6=12, NNS1=14, 
NNS2=15) who scored higher. The sample median was ME2=11.17 and the Standard Deviation 
was SD2=2.54 for the post-test. These scores indicate that 84% of the participants’ oral 
performance had improved on the post-test. 
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 NNS1 NNS2 NNS3 NNS4 NNS5 NNS6 Mean Median SD 
Pre-Test 14.67 10 8.33 7 8.33 11.67 10 9.17 2.79 
Post-Test 14 15 10 8.33 10.33 12 11.61 11.17 2.54 
Improvement -0.67 +5 +1.67 +1.33 +2 +0.33 +1.61 +2 -0.25 
Table 5: Scores on Oral Performance Test 
Figure 4 below shows a right-skew (positive skew) which occurs when the mean is higher 
than the peak, implying that most of the NNSs obtained low scores on the pre-test. The Figure 5 
also shows a left-skew (negative skew) which occurs when the mean is lower than the median, 
implying that most of the NNSs obtained high scores on the post-test. 
 
Figure 4: Distribution on Pre-Test 
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Figure 5: Distribution on Pre-Test 
Table 6 shows a Pearson correlation coefficient of r = -0.69 (N=6) between the pre-test 
questionnaire scales and the pre-test scores. According to Cohen (1988), the value of r should be 
larger than 0.5 for a large effect size, which means that the participants’ language anxiety scales 
and oral performance are negatively correlated with each other.  
 
 
Pre-Anxiety 
NNS 
Pretest 
Oral 
Pre-Anxiety  
NNS 
Pearson 
Correlation 
1 -.690 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .129 
N 6 6 
Pretest  
Oral 
 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-.690 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .129  
N 6 6 
Table 6: Pearson correlations 
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Table 7 presents means, medians and Standard Deviation (SD) of the speech rate 
(syllables per minute) and the number of filled pauses (e.g., ah, um, uh) of the participants’ pre-
test and post-test oral performance. Three participants’ speech rate increased (NNS4= +0.39, 
NNS1=+24.13, NS5=+24.66) while the others decreased (NNS6=-1.58, NNS3=-12.67, NNS2=-
21.08).  
 NNS1 NNS2 NNS3 NNS4 NNS5 NNS6 Mean Median SD 
Pre-Test 107.87 
(10) 
155.33 
(24) 
116.67 
(4) 
101.25 
(9) 
124.67 
(2) 
99.33 
(5) 
117.52 
(9) 
112.27 
(7) 
20.83 
(7.95) 
Post-Test 132 
(0) 
134.25 
(2) 
103.7 
(1) 
101.64 
(8) 
149.33 
(5) 
97.75 
(2) 
119.78 
(3) 
117.85 
(2) 
21.47 
(2.96) 
Improvement +24.13 
(-10) 
-21.08 
(-22) 
-12.67 
(-3) 
+0.39 
(-1) 
+24.66 
(+3) 
-1.58 
(-3) 
+2.26 
(-6) 
+5.58 
(-5) 
+0.64 
(-
4.99) 
Table 7: Speech Rate & Number of Filled Pauses on Oral Performance Test 
 
1.2 Qualitative Analysis 
1.2.1 Feedback from the participants 
In order to reveal more details of the participants’ opinions about their experience playing 
board games in the ESL class and their awareness of their English speaking ability, open-ended 
questions from the post-test questionnaire were provided. From the feedback on the post-test 
questionnaire, the majority of participants experienced a decrease in anxiety related to speaking a 
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second language. In addition, all participants mentioned that they felt relaxed when they played 
games in the class. For example, one participant wrote: 
“The atmosphere is more relaxing when we played games.” 
Another participant also indicated: 
“Actually, I spoke to other classmates and I am more confident and it’s not 
like the real class, and it made me relax. Sometimes, I felt very nervous and I didn’t know 
how to describe my feeling because [English] is not my first language but board games 
helped me to reduce the pressures during the class and I paid attention to the games in 
order to win so I didn’t notice I was speaking English.” 
Also, most participants described their impression on the playing of board games and 
their improvement in speaking English. For instance, on the post-test questionnaire, a student 
compared the anxiety felt on the pre-test versus post-test: 
“I felt less anxious on post-test than pre-test. Compared to other regular classes, I felt more 
relaxed because I didn’t feel shy when we played board games. Also, I learned some 
vocabulary in the games and I just can remember it easily.” 
Some of the participants strongly believed that their oral performance improved after 
playing the board games in class. A participant reported that she could express her thoughts more 
easily when she noticed she learned new words during the games and it made her feel more 
relaxed when she took the post-test. She wrote: 
“I can talk confidently after playing the games because I don’t feel nervous at post-test and 
I knew that I learned many new words and I can use them in my speaking. For me, I 
gained many vocabulary knowledge.” 
Additionally, a second student stated his pronunciation improved during the games: 
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“I improved my pronunciation because I was mimicking the teacher’s pronunciation and 
it’s conformable for me to speak English while playing games because I didn’t feel 
anxious when I was discussing (with) my classmates during the games.” 
However, one participant indicated that she felt the board games and the tests were two different 
things. She could enjoy the games in class and interacted with others easily, but she still felt 
nervous when she took the post-test. 
“Playing games and taking the tests are two different things. Of course I like games more 
than tests. I was focusing on the games when I played games and I enjoyed speaking 
English in class. And it did help me to express my thoughts during my daily life. However, 
when I was telling the story in the tests, the time was so short and I can’t confidently say 
that I was not nervous.” 
1.2.2 Comments from the judges 
      The three judges all pointed out that while the participants initially demonstrated a lack of 
vocabulary knowledge on the pre-test, most of the participants were able to use appropriate 
words to describe their stories on the post-test. 
One of the judges indicated the following two statements for the same NNS. For the pre-
test performance: 
“The speaker repeated himself and only used basic vocabulary.” 
And for the post-test: 
      “He spoke very clearly with good use of vocabulary and only had minor 
pronunciation errors.” 
In addition to improvements to their vocabulary, there were noticeable changes in the 
manner in which the NNSs presented themselves. Here are the notes from the second judge, Sam, 
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who provided the comments from the pre-test and the post-test from the NNS, Delora. 
“I understand her r/l mix-ups and would not have to ask for the word to be repeated 
(e.g., pray for play, alound for around), but a native speaker who is not used to 
speaking with English Language Learners might have to.” 
And for Delora’s post-test performance: 
“The speaker did very well and self-corrected when she messed up.” 
      However, this study did not discover significant improvements to the participants’ spoken 
grammar. Every judge noted that there were some major and/or minor grammatical errors for 
each audio file they adjudicated: 
“It was hard to understand his speech even after I replayed the audio recording a 
couple of times. He has problems with grammatical structures and tenses.” 
“The speaker did well and was clear with only a few grammatical and phonological 
errors.” 
2. DISCUSSION 
The first hypothesis, which states that playing board games will affect students’ language 
anxiety, was proved. First, the quantitative data of the pre-test and the post-test questionnaires 
revealed that in general, the participants experienced lower anxiety speaking English during the 
conversation after playing board games. This supports the finding from Woodrow (2006) that 
“anxiety does influence oral communication.” The participants’ fear and stress of speaking 
English in front of others was reduced and they had peers’ support and feedback during the 
games (Moseley, 2014). Five of the six participants improved upon their pre-test scores. The 
participant whose post-test score decreased compared to the pre-test score indicated on the post-
test questionnaire that she was afraid she did not make any improvements after the four-week 
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class, even after taking the post-test: 
“I don’t know if my speaking really improved but I can feel that I didn’t have to stop and 
recall any words from my brain to tell the story. I can just look at the pictures and talk. To 
me, my nervous levels telling the second story (post-test) are the same as when I was 
telling the first story (pre-test).” 
According to the affective filter hypothesis (Krashen, 1982), affective variables such as 
fear, nervousness, boredom, and resistance to change can have a negative effect on the 
acquisition of a second language. When the affective filter, an impediment to acquisition caused 
by negative emotional responses to one's environment, blocks comprehensible input, 
acquisition fails or occurs to a lesser extent than normal. 
From the participants’ responses on the post-test questionnaire, all participants claimed 
that when they were focusing on playing the board games, they did not pay attention to speaking 
English. However, during the pre-test and the post-test, they experienced some language anxiety 
due to the differences in the setting of speaking English: one took place in a group setting while 
playing board games with others while the other was an individual setting where the student 
created a whole story by themselves without other interactions or games. This setting-dependent 
difference is addressed by Campbell & Ortiz (1987), who emphasized that the importance is 
designing the activities for participants to “develop self-confidence, trust in the teacher, and 
cheer with each other to “make the learning of a foreign language an enjoyable experience.” 
Therefore, this study found that when the ESL learners concentrated on the 
communicative language speaking activities, and cooperated to complete the task-based design 
exercises, their anxiety levels could be reduced easily. On the other hand, when the task did not 
involve a communication component, the ESL learners could sense a certain degree of language 
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anxiety during their speaking. This finding confirms that with discussion and negotiation with 
others through TBLT, ESL learners can promote their comprehension and production (Richard & 
Rodgers 2001). 
The second hypothesis, which states that playing board games in a small group over the 
course of four weeks will affect students’ fluency, accuracy or pronunciation, was proved. 
According to the notes from the three native English speaker judges, the participants’ overall oral 
performance improved after the four-week long study.  
The results show that when the participants’ anxiety level was lowered, their oral 
performance scores were higher. This points to a correlation between the first and second 
hypotheses. The students who feel less anxious, they will be able to produce more accurate 
speech (Sanaei, Zafarghandi & Sabet, 2015)  
We have also found the difference among participants of different genders. Female 
participants prefer the picture board game- Dixit®  while males selected the vocabulary board 
game- Codenames®  as their favorite. 
The female participants explained that they could look at the different components of the 
pictures from the cards of Dixit®  and use their interpretation to provide a description freely in 
front of others. Compared to Codenames® , it was easier to produce their vocabulary knowledge 
based on the images. Ingleson (2014) stated that “the games form an area for generating and 
sharing ideas both visually and through discussion.” Besides, it was challenging to seek many 
related words that depended on them looking at the word cards on the table and it made them feel 
nervous.  
On the other hand, the male participants claimed that Codenames®  provided them an 
outlet to comprehend the words they saw and integrate the synonyms or definitions into their 
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discussion. In contrast, they felt difficulties in composing some complex words or phrases to 
describe the pictures they saw from the Dixit®  cards. Thus, when it was their turn to give a 
description of their cards, they hesitated to speak.  
Unlike Codenames®  and Dixit® , Apples to Apples®  received both female and male 
participants’ compliments. All participants mentioned that they learned more words that they 
seldom encountered from regular textbooks but might be useful in their daily life conversation 
from Apples to Apples®  (e.g., the grizzly bear is the mascot of the NBA team in Memphis which 
is located close to the University of Mississippi).  
Similarly, five participants specified that they learned more American culture through the 
description of the cards they saw, and stated their belief in the importance in acquiring both 
verbal and cultural knowledge in the language classroom in order to communicate properly in the 
real world.  
Concerning the participants’ nationality, their reactions to the researcher’s interaction 
during the games were distinctive. Based on the results of the post-test questionnaire, three 
Chinese participants preferred playing the board games with only their peers whereas the two 
Japanese and one Taiwanese participant preferred having the researcher play with the class. 
These differences may be due to the participants’ perception of the researcher’s role in providing 
corrective feedback before, during and after the games. Two of the Chinese participants 
mentioned feeling it necessary to preview the words before the games began, and the other 
Chinese participant suggested the researcher conduct a review session after each game had been 
played. However, the rest of the participants preferred that the researcher provide more direct 
corrective feedback while they were playing the board games. It is not surprising to see two 
opposite opinions from their feedback. Koch &Terrell (1991) acknowledged that language 
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learners have their own value on the judgements of how the “instruction and the error correction” 
should be implemented. 
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CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSION 
 
1. SUMMARY 
 A four-week study was conducted with six students currently enrolled in low-
intermediate level speaking courses in the Intensive English Program at the University of 
Mississippi to test two hypotheses: first, playing board games will affect students' language 
anxiety; and second, playing board games in a small group over the course of four weeks will 
affect students' fluency, accuracy, or pronunciation.  
 Based on the scores from the pre-test and post-test questionnaires, there was an overall 
decrease in the anxiety levels of the participants. When the students were focused on playing the 
games and interacting with each other, their anxiety levels decreased, but in an individual test 
setting, they experienced an inherent level of anxiety. Results from the pre-test and post-test 
showed a quantitative improvement in oral performance in 84% of the participants. In addition, 
qualitative data from the native English speaker judges indicated a positive difference in overall 
oral performance, which suggests that the board game activities helped contribute to the students' 
improvement on the post-test.  
 These findings suggest that lowered participants' anxiety levels due to playing board 
games with other students in a group setting contribute to an overall increase in their oral 
performance scores.  
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2. LIMITATIONS 
There are two limitations of this study: time constraints and the exact factor (influence) 
that enhanced the participants’ oral performance. First, although the period of this study is longer 
than previously cited research (Fung & Min, 2016), most of the participants in this study 
indicated that their oral performance might improve more if this project extended to three months.  
Second, although the findings showed that the participants’ oral performance improved 
after the treatment because their language anxiety decreased, it is unknown if they encountered a 
certain level of practice and familiarity from repeated playing of these board games, especially 
since they had the exact same routine for each game. 
3. SUGGESTIONS 
For the future study, the researcher will have three groups consisting of the same number 
of the participants, implementing the different board games to each group and comparing the 
results. In addition, the experimental period will be expanded to three months. Thus, more 
information can be gathered about the effect of board game usage in the ESL classroom. 
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lap life tooth play Egypt theater ALPS 
press spine club sink grace Turkey Berlin 
church knife paper sound eye state charge 
stadium dragon telescope cycle fall vacuum seal 
unicorn spy plane Rome contract slip rabbit 
genius eagle file bar superhero ivory bomb 
crash tail pupil plot witch head orange 
cat shot root penguin bill pan wind 
king pitch note ground air shark New York 
screen fair duck ring boot Canada robot 
star pool band fire jam row drill 
diamond whale brush lock spider mouth pirate 
ship dice grass spell chair pumpkin luck 
war mouse belt light center doctor gold 
lawyer satellite cap triangle bat needle Shakespeare 
pilot casino lemon bell Aztec drop lion 
helicopter snowman tube point chocolate London ice 
novel pipe deck buffalo lab arm flute 
princess time opera pyramid tie table hook 
wake fighter poison tower cover cell ham 
fish cotton train field board glove skyscraper 
rose change chest yard France poison battery 
Tokyo model nail giant spring sound washer 
lead watch mug concert Beijing sink stock 
dress ambulance conductor dog bar file shadow 
teacher ball shop tower play ring water 
rock paper duck club night park America 
film dance bear temple ruler cross Ice cream 
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noun Place Activity Thing Proper Noun Adjective 
ROOMBA Greasy spoon Life in Prison Number Two Bros different 
inflamed 
Grizzly bears Planetarium Moving Pizza Night Your Dad hyper 
blunt 
Nutella Corn maze Moon Landing War Stories Nike compelling 
limber 
Funnel cakes Colorado Catfishing Spray Tans Ant-Man ineffective 
dismal 
Street meat Great Britain Cosplay Algebra Mad Max rickety 
humid 
Selfie stick Petting Zoo Graduation 
Parties 
The Price of 
Oil 
Smokers amusing 
curvaceous 
Deep fried 
anything 
Airplane 
Bathroom 
Smashing into a 
wall 
Date Night Taco Bell level 
inappropriate 
Genetically 
modified foods 
Phoenix Team-Building 
Exercises 
Backseat of 
your car 
College 
Professors 
billowy 
shining 
Friendship 
bracelets 
Ostrich farm Baptism Democratic 
Party 
Politicians futuristic 
sympathetic 
Body spray Rope bridge D.I.Y. Projects Really Bad 
dates 
H&M appealing 
fatal 
Giant spiders Florida Triathlon Category 5 
Hurricanes 
The Voice reflective 
unsettling 
Balls  Calling 
customer 
service 
A Charlie 
Brown 
Christmas 
My True Love disorganized 
robust 
Feet  Food in your 
teeth 
The Last man 
on Earth 
The Flash pleasing 
inspiring 
Toe rings  Texting your 
EX 
Garage Bands Beefeaters decorated 
rude 
Smartwatches  Making a 
speech 
Political 
Debates 
Mission: 
Impossible 
volatile 
unprofessional 
Podcasts  Changing 
careers 
Throwback 
Thursday 
Frozen tiring 
muddy 
UGG boots  My 
subconscious 
Shark bite Nicki Minaj reasonable 
ill-conceived 
800 pound 
gorilla 
 Three hours of 
sleep 
Minimum 
wage 
The President mechanical 
unfriendly 
School nurse  Homecoming Misspelled 
Tattoos 
Snoopy hellish 
mainstream 
Baby seal  Multitasking  Ken universal 
catastrophic 
Soy milk  Chopping 
onions 
 Adam Levine Most powerful 
Unbearable 
Apple  Nails on a 
chalkboard 
 Tony Stark Icy 
Totally rad 
Self-driving cars    Bruno Mars comedic 
lifelike 
Artificial 
intelligence 
    Never-ending 
Hearty 
Breast milk     stingy 
ageless 
Clones     damaging 
invisible 
GOPRO     victorious 
 54 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
gifted 
Oysters     affluent 
vivid 
     empty 
droopy 
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